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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(7:03 P.M)

MR. CAMERON:. CGood eveni ng, everyone. My
name is Chip Caneron and |’ mthe Special Counsel for
Public Liaison at the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion
and 1'd like to welconme you to the NRC s Public
Meeting. And our topic tonight is the update of the
generic environnmental inpact statement on |icense
renewal for nuclear power plants and I’ mgoing to be
serving as the facilitator for the neeting tonight.
And in that capacity, I'Il try to help all of you to
have a productive neeting.

And | just want to cover a couple of
t hi ngs about the neeting process before we get into
t he substance of the discussions tonight. You'll be
hearing a little bit nore about this from the NRC
staff but our objectives tonight are to clearly
explain the update ©process for the generic
envi ronnental inpact statenment and to answer any
guestions you have about that process.

The second objectiveis tolisten to your
advice and concerns on the environnental inpact
statenent update process and the criteria that are
going to be used in that process. And | wanted to
enphasi ze the inportance of the information sharing
aspect of tonight’s neeting.

Al'l of your comrents t hat you nake t oni ght
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are going to be considered and evaluated by the NRC
staff in their decision nmaking in the scope of the
generic environnental inpact statenent. And those
comments will have the sanme weight as any witten
comrents that are submtted. You' re going to hear a
l ot of information tonight fromthe NRC staff, from
others that are in the audi ence. And this information
may pronpt you to submit a witten comment to us or
hel p you in preparing a witten conment. So | want to
make sure that we answer all your questions and that
we get the information out to you.

The format for the neeting matches the two
obj ectives of providing information and listening to
what ever you mi ght have to say and the first part of
the neetingw |l be two brief presentations by the NRC
staff and then we’ll go on to you for questions and
di scussi on.

The second part of the neeting is to give

t hose of you an opportunity who want to make a formnal

comment an opportunity for you to do that. And |
think what we’'ll do in the spirit of sharing
information is after the formal comments, we’ll come

back and see if there are any questions that you have
t hat m ght have been pronpted by the formal comments.
So we' Il come back out to you for that.

In terms of ground rules for tonight’s

nmeeting, they' re very sinple. If you have anythingto
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say, just give ne a signal and I’'Il bring you this
tal king stick and gi ve us your nane and affiliationif
appropriate. | would just ask that only one person
speak at a tine so that we can give them our ful
attention and so that we get a clean transcript.
Stuart Karoubas is our stenographer here and he w ||
be recordi ng everything that is said tonight and t hat
transcript will be avail able for anybody that wants a
copy. And that nay al so help you if you' re preparing
any witten comments to send us.

| don’t think that we're going to be
pressed for time. | usually ask people to be concise
in what they say which is difficult sonetinmes on
controversial subjects but | think we’'ll have plenty
of time to hear from everyone tonight.

In ternms of the agenda and the NRC staff
who are going to be speaking to you tonight, we're
going to start off with an overview of the |icense
renewal program And we have M. John Tappert right
here fromthe NRC staff and John is the Chief of the
environmental review section in the |license renewal
and t he environnental inpact programat the NRC. And
that is located in our office of Nuclear Reactor
Regul ati on.

John and his staff are responsible for
doi ng envi ronnmental , preparing environmental reviews

for not only license renewal applications but for any
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type of nuclear reactor activity. And John’s been
with the NRC for about thirteen years. Before he nade
t he section | eader, one of his responsibilitieswasto
be a resident i nspector, NRCresident i nspector at the
nucl ear power plants that we |icense and regul ate.
Bef ore he cane to the NRC, he was in the nucl ear Navy.
He has a bachelor’s degree in atnospheric and
oceanographi c engineering from Virginia Tech and a
master’s in environmental engineering from Johns
Hopki ns Uni versity.

After John is done, we’'re going to go
right to the next presentation and that’s going to be
t he heart of the subject tonight whichis the generic
envi ronnental inpact statenent update. And we have
M. Barry Zal cman right here and Barry i s the project
manager on the update of the generic environnental
i mpact statenent. He has been involved in the
environnental review on |icense renewal application
since the very begi nning.

He’ s al so been i n a managenent positionin
ternms of energency pl anni ng f or nucl ear power reactors
and al so for the early site permt program Barry has
been with the Agency for quite a while. He was with
the Danmes & More consulting engineering conpany
before that. And he has a bachelor’s fromRutgers in
at nrospheri c sciences and has done graduate study on

[ geophysical] fluid mechanics [sic, dynam cs]. And
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| think that’s about as close as | can get to what
that is, Barry.

But we’'re going to start with those two
and let me introduce you to one other person who's
with us tonight. This is the senior NRC managenent,
Dr. P.T. Kuoright here. And P.T. is the Chief of the
license renewal and environnental inpact program
Both Barry and John work for P.T. in that programand
I think John will be telling you that |icense renewal
consi sts not only of an environnental revi ewconponent
but also a safety evaluation. And both of those
functions are under P.T.’s supervision.

And with that | would just thank you al
for being here. W can bereally informal tonight and
just get sone good discussion going and we | ook
forward to hearing fromall of you. John, do you want
to lead us off?

MR. TAPPERT: Thank you, Chip. As Chip
said, ny nane is John Tappert. | too would like to
wel come you to this nmeeting. It’s the second of four
that the NRC is having across the country on this
topi c and thank you for attending.

First 1'd like to tell you why we're
havi ng this neeting and then to i ntroduce the |icense
renewal process and the role of the environnental
reviewin that process. Then finally explain what we

hope to acconplish tonight.
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We're holding this neeting toinvite the
public to participateinthe scoping process that wll
assist the NRC in framng the environmental issues
that should be considered as we update the generic
environment al inpact statenent or GEIS. Now t hi s
generic environnental inpact statement or CGEIS, and
the NRC rule that was inplenented reflecting the
final conclusions of the GE'S, are fundanental
conponents of the NRC s |icense renewal program

The findings of the GEI'S are used by the
NRC when conducting the environnental review. Now
this environmental reviewis an inportant part of the
i cense renewal program And along with the safety
review and on site inspection activities forns the
basi s of the staff’s recommendati onto either renewor
not to renewthe operating |icense of a nucl ear power
pl ant .

Now t he NRC has the authority to |icense
nucl ear power plants for up to a period of forty
years. Wiile there’s no engineering limtations
associated with this period, the United States
Congress and t he At om ¢ Energy Act of 1954, envi si oned
that the forty year period provided the right bal ance
bet ween the nation’s | ong-termenergy planni ng needs
and financi al considerations.

Congress also envisioned that these

| i censes could be renewed and so stated in the Act.
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However, they provide no additional guidance and the
i mpl enentation details wereleft upto the Comm ssion.
Since that time, nuclear power has grown to be an
i mportant part of the nation’ s energy m x, meking up
about twenty percent of the el ectrical energy produced
in the United States today.

Over the years, nuclear technology has
matured and the focus on reactor safety and
environmental protection has been strengthened. The
i ndustry has expressed an interest in renewi ng the
| icenses of virtually all the nucl ear power plants.
Now the NRC s role in this is to not pronpte nucl ear
power but rather to ensure that the public and the
envi ronnent are protected and that nuclear materials
are secure. 1’1l discuss nore about the status of the
license renewal programin a |later slide.

Nowthis slide depictsthelicense renewal
process. As nucl ear power plants progressed through
their 40-year licenses, the NRCinitiated the |icense
renewal program and established the regulatory
framework to pernmt renewal. The license renewal
programwas created in the late 1980s to establish a
systematic revi ewof thoseinportant safety attri butes
of nucl ear power plants that are associated with the
aging of facilities.

The safety activities are focused on agi ng

managenent prograns for passive, long-lived systens,
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structures and conponents and require reassessnent of
thistine-1imted anal yses that assunmed forty years of
use. These activities involve the NRC staff
devel opnent of a safety eval uation report, conducti ng
i nspection activities and i ndependent eval uation of
the Commission’s Advisory Comrittee on Reactor
Saf eguar ds.

That Commttee was established by Atom c
Energy Act and is a collection of experts in the
nucl ear arena to provide independent advice to the
Conmi ssion. Now the reason that the Comm ssion felt
that it could narrow its safety focus to aging
managenent prograns, is that for other aspects of
operations, there are ongoing regulatory processes
t hat nonitor and ensure safety and a key provi sion for
prograns such as security and emnergency planning.

Now in addition to the safety review, the
staff conducts an independent review of the
envi ronnental inpacts associated with the continued
operation of the facility during the renewal period.
Now the Conmm ssion determned that the action to
consi der whet her or not torenewthe operatinglicense
of a nucl ear power plant should all owfor a highlevel
of public participation during the environnmental
revi ew. And they decided that a site specific
envi ronnental inpact statenent will be devel oped for

each and every |icense renewal .
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Now, whereas the NRCsafety activities are
governed by the Atom c Energy Act, its environnmental
protection activities are governed by the National
Envi ronnmental Policy Act or NEPA The NRC has
established its inplenenting regulations for |icense
renewal inTitle 10 of the Code of Federal Regul ati ons
or 10 CFR, Part 54. And the inplenenting regul ati ons
for the environnental reviewcan be found in Part 51.
Next sl i de.

As part of the license renewal program
initiated in the late 1980s, the NRC undertook a
conprehensive review of the environmental issues
associ ated with conti nued operation of nucl ear power
pl ants beyond the term of the current operating
|l i cense, and the specific activities associated with
t he refurbi shnent that may be necessary for conti nued
operation during the renewal period. And the results
of this conprehensive review were issued in 1996 as
NUREG- 1437, the CGeneric Environnental | npact Statenent
for license renewal for nuclear power plants.

In total, 92 environnental issues were
identifiedacross the ecol ogi cal, physical, social and
radi ol ogi cal sciences that need to be considered for
ref urbi shnment activities and for conti nued operati on.
The findings of the GEIS that were issued in 1996,
were codified in the NRC regul ations at 10 CFR, Part

51.
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In publishing these regulations, the
Conmi ssion indicated its intent to revisit the GEI S
and its inplenmentingregulations on a 10-year cycleto
det ermi ne whet her the technical basis or concl usions
need to be updated. Now as this program has been
i mpl enent ed, changes have occurred and the staff has
captured these changes as they were identified inthe
site specific environmental inpact statenents that
wer e devel oped for each of the projects.

The GEI S represented a snapshot in tine.
And now it’s time to determ ne whether the changes
t hat have occurred shoul d be i ncluded i n an update to
the GCEIS. To date, the NRC has received 14
applications for the renewal of 30 reactor |icenses.
The NRC has issued 16 renewed |icenses for these
reactors.

Now i ndi cations are that nultipl e renewal
applications will continueto befiledevery year over
the next decade, and virtually the entire fleet of
nucl ear power plants will seek renewal.

And, so with that, we are here today to
listen to your views and look forward to your
participation in hel ping the NRC deterni ne the scope
of the GEl Supdate. 1’ve tal ked about a brief outline
of the role of the environnental reviewin our |icense
renewal activities and it’s inportance in the NRC s

regul atory franmework.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

13

You have an inportant role in identifying
generic environnental issues that we shoul d consi der
for all nuclear power plants. Now the notice for
these neetings -- and extra copies are avail able at
theregistrationdesk -- we’veidentifiedresourcesto
assist you in understanding the Ilicense renewal
process works and the results of that process to date.

And, as we consi der changes to update the
GEIS, we will continue to evaluate new applications
under the existingregulatory franework. The insights
gained fromthis CElI S update process may very wel |l be
i npl emented inthe current applications under revi ew.

And with that, 1'd like to ask Barry to
provi de sone addi ti onal details onthe update process.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay, great. Thank you,
John. And if you just bear with us, we're going to
have Barry continue this and it will rmake a | ot nore
sense | think for the question period. Barry?

MR, ZALCMAN: Thanks, Chip. Vell, for
those of you who have participated in the |icense
renewal process as it was being devel oped, and
specifically the generic environnental i mpact
statement through the late 1980s and early 1990s, |
wel come you back. For those of you that have just
recently becone aware of I|icense renewal or have
expressed an interest to participate as we nove

forward, you re welcone as well.
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If it becomes apparent fromthis process
that the NRCwill in fact need to go forward to update
the generic environmental inpact statenent, then
you' | | have additional opportunities to participate
with us as we devel op a draft update and t he proposed
rul e change that will go along with that update.

After the opportunity to coment on the
draft update to the GEI Sand to the proposed rul e, the
NRC will plan to issue a final updated CElS. e
expect it to be a stand alone document with its
conpani on rule change. As John indicated, |icense
renewal has a nunber of conponents. W' re here
toni ght to focus on the environmental portion and the
i mportant technical basis docunent that we refer to as
the GEI S.

As | wal k through ny slides tonight, 1'd
like to provide you with a perspective on the NEPA
process; how the NRC relates it to |license renewal;
and plan to provide sonme detail on howthe CEIS fits
into the NRC s regulatory framework. [’'I1 briefly
di scuss how the hundred or so environmental issues
associated with license renewal were eval uated for all
pl ants and were categori zed so that the uni que i ssues
associated with a specific application for a
particul ar plant beconmes the focus of our review

So let me start tonight’s discussionwth

a high-level brief outline of the National
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Envi ronnental Policy Act and only remark that it is,
in fact, the Ilandmark piece of environnental
| egi sl ati on ever issued by Congress.

It expresses the principle that the
Federal government shoul d consider and di scl ose not
only to the public, but also to officials and to the
decision nmkers that nust wultimately inplenent
deci sions, the effects of certain actions onthe human
environnment. And the Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion
determined that the |icensing action, or inthis case
the Federal action, associated with an applicant’s
request to renew an application for a nuclear power
reactor, warrants the devel opnent of an envi ronnent al
i mpact statenent. That, in turn, provides for the
hi ghest | evel of participation in the NRC
envi ronnental review process.

The Commi ssion also determned that the
environnental review for license renewal may have
common attributes for some, but not all, environnent al
i ssues. The Conmi ssion directed the staff, as John
indicated already, in the 1980s to undertake the
devel opnent of the Generic Environnental |npact
Statement, or CEIS, for license renewal to establish
an effective |icensing process.

Those environmental issues that coul d be
resol ved generically were anal yzed i n detail and were

resolved in the GEI S. Those issues that were unique
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because of a site specific attribute of the issue; or
peculiar site setting; or unique plant interface with
the environment; or where there is variability from
site to site were deferred and are required to be
resolved at the tinme that an applicant seeks to renew
its operating |icense.

Therefore, by rule, the NRCstaff prepares
the site specific supplenment in association with each
and every application for |icense renewal. Each
appl i cant is required to submt a detailed
envi ronmental report as part of its request to renew
an operating |license. Each NRC supplenent results
fromits i ndependent review of information presented
by the applicant, intergovernnental interactions,
environnental audits, interviews and anal yses and
public participation.

The NRCrelies in part on the findings of
the GEIS and the staff assesses whether new
i nformati on may be significant to bring into question
any of the findings of the GEI'S for each application.
This is a dynam c process. And the NRC even
establ i shed a requirenent that an applicant identify
any newand significant informationthat it nay becone
aware of to ensure it is considered in performng the
envi ronnental review.

NEPA requires a systematic approach to

eval uate environmental issues. In performng the
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analyses to evaluate the environnental inpacts
associated with license renewal actions, mtigative
nmeasures to reduce those i npacts, however small, and
alternatives to the proposal, including a no-action
alternative, are considered.

Ther ef ore, NEPA and t he NRC envi r onnment al
statenents that are produced are disclosure
mechani sms. EISs are used to i nformdecision nakers
of the inpacts of actions contenpl ated and are used to
describe the factors consi dered. EISs are subject to
public scrutiny and direct participation.

The range of i ssues originallyinvolvedin
the thorough analysis as we develop the CGEIS, and
again in the review of every license renewal
application, is conprehensive. For this GElIS update,
and for every site specific review, we establish a
t eammade up of nmenbers of the NRC staff, many of whom
are experts in their own right, and suppl enment that
with experts in various fields from national
| abor at ori es.

For this GEl Supdate, the teamconsi sts of
NRC staff experts and contractors from the Pacific
Nort hwest National Laboratory. |In total, there are
nore than 250 total years of technical experience in
performng siting in environnmental reviews being
amassed for this effort. And this slide gives you an

idea of the issues involved in the technical areas
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that the NRC team of experts evaluate. Next slide.

Now | et ne briefly address how we arrived
at the GEIS. This CEI'S, NUREG 1437, specifically
applies to license renewal. And | say that because
t here are ot her generic environnmental eval uati ons t hat
may have been conpleted and may al so informlicense
renewal deci sions. Since sonme of the evaluations
al ready represent the Comm ssion’s position by rule,
t hey may serve as a useful purpose in |icense renewal
as well.

A nunber of these are enunerated in the
NRC s environnental protection regulations, as John
indicated, in 10 CFR Part 51. As we consider |icense
renewal , the environnental equilibriumthat has been
established after some period of time of plant
operation is well understood. This situation clearly
differs fromnewreactor |icensing where | ands nay be
di sturbed; where new denmands may be placed on
resources; and where new di scharges nmay need to be
permtted. Such issues would have to be considered
i ndi vidually and cumnul atively wi thout the benefit of
real operating experience and interface with the
envi ronnent .

As we stated earlier, the Comm ssion
envi sioned that there would be issues that woul d be
common across all operating plants wth rea

supporting i nformati on no matter what type of reactor
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or cooling systemwas used at that plant.

The NRCstaff andits contractors obtai ned
a wealth of information leading up to the 1996 CEI S
across the entire spectrumof technical issues, as |
showed on an earlier slide, as the basis of the
initial hard | ook at the environnmental inpacts.

That effort, just as this and any other
NRC effort to develop an environmental i npact
stat enent, began with a scopi ng process and ulti mately
a draft and then a final environnmental inpact
statenent. The NRC established asignificancetest to
assess whether -- the magnitude of inpacts and
consi dered whether mitigation was warranted. From
that process, the NRC organized the environnmental
i ssues and categorized theminto those that woul d be
generically dispositioned, referred to as Category-1
i ssues, based upon the full analysis of the GEI' S, and
those that could not and, as a result, require site
specific resol ution.

For exanpl e, one of the nyriad of issues
associated with electric power production, is the
generati on of ozone and nitrous oxi de by transm ssion
line distribution systens. After analysis in the
GEl'S, the NRC found that the anmount of ozone and NOX
that was generated was insignificant and it did not
contribute nmeasurably to the anbient ozone and NOX

| evel s. Consequently, the issue is generically
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resolved inthe GEI S and was codified intherule. To
date, we’'re not aware of any significant new
i nformation on the issuethat would call into question
t he concl usi on.

An exanmple of an issue that could not
possi bly be resolved generically is the inpact of
maj or refurbishment activities on issues that deal
wi th t hreat ened or endanger ed speci es. Consequently,
this issue nust be thoroughly analyzed by the
applicant as part of its submttal, and in its
envi ronnental report, and then agai n the NRC perforns
an i ndependent eval uation of the issue as part of its
own environnental inpact statenent.

So even t hough Cat egory-1 i ssues have been
addressed in the CGEIS, the staff |ooks for new and
significant information on the Category-1 issues
during each environnental reviewthat may change t he
conclusion in the GEIS when it's applied to a
particul ar site.

The scoping process, when we first
devel oped NUREG 1437, the GEI'S, involved public
st akeholders as well as governnmental officials
representing State and Federal agencies. Anotice for
this first review of the GEIS, invited themall to
participate in this effort again. The findings and
conclusions of the GEIS were codified in NRC

regulations at 10 CFR Part 51, which establish
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requi rements for applicants and the NRC alike.

In all, at this time, there are 92
environmental issues identifiedas relatedtolicense
renewal with 69 considered resol ved generically. The
remaining 23 issues nmust be considered site
specifically. The thorough analyses in the CElI S were
brought forward in the site specific supplenents to
the CEIS and the balance of the applicable site
specific issues are anal yzed i n t he suppl ement. There
is a detail ed accounting of each of the 92 issues in
every suppl ement .

The license renewal programis a |arge
part of NRC s licensing framework for power reactors
and has becone a very large part of its workload. The
NRC antici pates that the programw Il grow to about
one application submtted every two nonths into the
foreseeable future. As John indicated, alnost one
third of the nucl ear power pl ants have al ready appli ed
to have their licenses renewed. During this GEI'S
updat e process, |icense renewal will conti nue. One of
the obvious goals is to preserve the regulatory
stability that exists to date so that the public can
participate in a predictable fashion.

The goal s for processing applications are
clearly defined and the opportunities for public
participation are prescribed at key m | estones within

t he published schedul es. On the update project, the
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NRC staff has initiated this scoping process early to
invite public participationsothe scale of the effort
can be acconmodated and still neet the Conm ssion's
goal by 2006.

The NRC is seeking your input to help
determi ne the scope of the addendumto the GEIS to
i dentify whet her there are any significant i ssues that
should be analyzed in depth, that have not been
before; or any issues that should be reeval uated
because of changes; or any issues that should no
| onger be considered germane to the environnental
reviewfor |icense renewal. The scoping process al so
hel ps the NRC identify and elim nate from detail ed
study those i ssues that are peripheral or that are not
significant or which have been covered by prior
i nterdepartmental review.

As | mentioned earlier, there were other
anal yses and envi ronnent al revi ews, and not just those
undertaken by the NRC, that may inform the NRC s
| i cense renewal process. As exanples, the NRC
recently updated the Generic Environmental | npact
St at enmrent for decommi ssi oni ng, NUREG- 0586,
Suppl ement 1. The NRC conducts environnmental reviews
associ ated wi t h ext ended power uprates. Programmatic
El Ss and ot her EI Ss are produced by t he Depart nent of
Energy and ot her regul atory agenci es.

The scoping process also invites other




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

23

agenci es to assess whet her they shoul d be consi dered
a cooperating agency under the regulatory structure
est abl i shed by t he President’s Counci | on
Environmental Quality, or identify that they may have
a particular expertise on an issue that may be
i nvaluable to the NRC, or have consultation roles
under other statutes that may have a bearing on
generic, as opposed to site specific, issues.

The purpose in these neetings for this
update is to reviewthe findings and concl usi ons nade
by the NRC in the 1996 and the 1999 addendum time
frame[s] to determne whether they need to be
revisited, and how.

Si nce 1996, new i nformati on may have cone
to light that should be considered to determ ne
whether it is significant. Science and the natura
envi ronnent march on and our under st andi ng of issues,
nmet hods, and assunptions nmay need to be refined
Experience gained in using the regulatory franmework
may identify situations where we used |ess than
optimal approaches to address issues and state
conclusions. And changes in statutes, regulations,
policies, practices and even the structure of the
power mar ket, may have a cascadi ng i npact on the NRC s
regul atory franmework.

To date, the NRC has received 14

applications for license renewal for power reactors at
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17 sites. The NRC has issued 11 final environnental
i npact statements and the NRC has acted on 8 of those
ElSs already, renewing the licenses of 16 power
reactors. In processing these applications, the
staff, the public, and applicants have gained
extensive experience in using the GEIS and the
conpani on license renewal environnental protection
rul es.

Some are nore famliar with it than
others; that’s entirely understandable. Sonme utility
organi zations are on their second and third
application while others are still contenplating
whet her or when to pursue |icense renewal. The staff
continues toconpileits own | essons | earned and, from
that list, has identified groupings of candidate
drivers that may pronpt consideration for change.

As a framework, the staff has already
identifiedthese sevencriteriato help deci de whet her
an environnental topic identified by the staff or by
this scoping process, nanely by you and others that
may take the opportunity to provide us wth
information over the next several nonths, s
appropriate to be considered for this update project.

We're al so | ooking for your feedback on
this list of criteria as well as your specific input
characterizing one or nore environmental topics and

your description of the bases for consi deration by the
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staff. At the outset, it is absolutely fundanenta
that we begin this process with the GEIS and its
Addendum 1 as the base starting point. It is the
frame of reference.

It is as inportant to note that this
update effort is not going to serve as a platformfor
a whol esal e change to the license renewal process.
O her avenues exist, if that’'s the path of interaction
that you want to have with the NRC Narmely, a
petition to the Comm ssion for a rul e change.

On a related point that can serve as an
illustrative exanple, the industry previously

petitioned to the Conmm ssion a request to anend the

rules and elimnate a particular |icense renewal
environnental issue from review Nanely, severe
accident mtigation alternatives or SAMAs. The

petitioner articulated the basis as rationale for
change; the staff sought public i nput on the proposal
and made a recommendation to the Conm ssion; and the
Conmi ssi on deni ed the request of the petitioner.

That is the nechanism that’s to be
considered for <changes to the wunderlying rule
structure, not the CEIS update project. The focus
here is the 92 i ssues that were addressed in the CEI S
which, in turn, were codified in the rule.

And, as for the petition| just nmentioned,

it would not be productive to revisit the SAMA i ssue
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as part of this process unless there’ s a significant
change to the rationale presented earlier

As you consi der thesecriteria, we believe
it would be useful to provide you with exanpl es as
well so you can reflect on them in preparing your
comments either here tonight or in witing over the
next several nonths. So if you'll bear with nme a
little |l onger, let me provi de sone exanpl es where we

can.

On New and Significant Information, the
staff has identified, in isolated instances, new
i nformati on that had not been previously considered.
The very first one that we faced was extrenophil es.
Inidentifying newinformation, we al so determned in
this case that it was not both new and significant.

Changes in staff practice have resulted
fromevol utions that have occurred since the i ssuance
of the GEI S and its Addendum 1. As exanples, actions
related to the investigation of Yucca Muntain to
serve as a national repository and the expression of
i nterest by the industry and Congress and depl oynent
of new nuclear power plants. Consequently, our
environmental inpact statenents now recognize the
Presidential declaration on Yucca Mountai n and the new
alternative to |icense renewal involving new nucl ear

power plants.
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Second item Statutory or Regulatory
Changes. The NRCstaff is trackingthe EPAinitiative
on cooling water intake structures for existing
facilities. As this issue matures, it may have a
bearing on the conclusions in the GEIS. As sone of
you nmay be aware, as aresult of prior precedents, the
NRC i s obliged to adopt the EPA techni cal concl usions
regarding the Clean Water Act. So, if this issue is
bei ng resol ved before the NRCissues its addendumand
the conpanion rule, then it will be considered. |If
not, then after it is resolved, it will be reflected
in the subsequent environnmental inpact statenents as
they are submtted. It will probably be ripe for

considerationinthe second revi ewof the GEl S updat e.

I ndustry Structural Changes. CObviously,
t he deregul ati on of the power nmarket and t he bundli ng
of services -- that is, generators of power versus
di stributors of power -- nmay have sone bearing on the
i nfluence or control over activities that the current
|l i cense hol der mi ght have conpared to the origina
| i cense hol der.

W' re interested to hear about the
environnmental topics that mght be affected and the
rationale for changing the rule or the GEIS. Ve
shoul d keep in m nd that sone utilities still do own

both the plant and the transm ssion | ine systemwhile
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others do not. So, a single conclusion in the CEIS
m ght not apply to all of these utilities. Should a
change be made to the GEIS to account for nerchant
pl ans t hat di d not have a particul ar service area and,
therefore, did not control the power of distribution

or transm ssion |ine systens?

Next item Incorrect Characterization.
The CEIS states that license renewal is a nmmjor
Federal action significantly affecting the human
envi ronnent . The Commi ssion was not swayed by
argunents for or against the point, but rather
elected to require the staff to develop an EIS for
| i cense renewal action to ensure that the public had
t he highest |evel of participation on the action.

Now this decision was taken in concert
wi t h recommendati ons fromt he Council on Envi ronnent al
Quality, the EPA and State officials, and public
comments. Should this not be reflected in the update

to the CGElI S?

Ornitted Issue. In recent reviews, the
staff has considered the inpacts associated wth
dredging activities that nmay occur periodically.
Dredging may not be required at all facilities, but
where it is necessary, it my be performed at sone

poi nt during the renewal period. Wether it is to be
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treated generically, because of the analyses to
support the permttingrequirenments for the Arny Corps
of Engineers, or site specifically, it should be

addressed in the CGEIS either way.

Confusion. SAMAs are evaluated as a site
specific issue unless previously evaluated under
anot her |icensing action, such as was with initial
licensing for the latter portion of plants that were
| i censed. Associated with SAMAs i s the environnental
i mpact of severe accidents, which was already
determned to be small for all plants. Analyses for
that conclusion is in the CEIS and its appendi ces.

In reality, the inpact from severe
accidents is another issue separate from SAMAs.
Consequently, the staff will consider whether it’'s

warranted to call this out, to elimnate confusion.

And the last category that we've
identified as a criterion, Realignhnent to |nprove
Clarity. Currently, there are 92 i ssues addressed in
the CGEIS and, apart from the SAMA issue | just
di scussed, sonme of these are solely related to
continued operation during the renewal period. Sone
arerelated torefurbi shment activities. And sone are
related to both.

For specific applications, the enuneration




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

30

of issues becones conplicated when for one or nore
issues that are supposed to apply to both
ref urbi shment and the renewal period, apply only to
t he renewal period because no major refurbishnent is
cont enpl at ed.

Apotential solutionistherealignment so
t hat any one issue is either for refurbishment or for
t he renewal period, but not both. The consequence of
this will be an increase in the nunber of issues
solely for accounting purposes with an expected

i mprovenent in clarity.

Hopeful ly, this provides a sense of the
staff experiences duringlicense renewal reviews. Qur
list of |lessons |earned continues to grow as nore
environmental reviews are conducted. And w’'dliketo
hear what’s on your |ist.

W' d appreci ate your input onthecriteria
that we're considering to drive the change and the
treatment of specific issues with detailed rationale
and techni cal bases to support any reconmendati on for
change. The staff will give serious considerationto
your input here tonight and to any input that we
receive prior to the end of the scoping period.

Fromthis input, we will be in a better
position to refine the bal ance of the schedul e for the

draft and final EISs and the proposed and final rule
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changes, if warranted. The opportunity to conment on
the draft update will be the sane opportunity as on
the proposed rule. They go hand-in-hand. And we
expect to neet the Conm ssion’s goal for the 10-year
update with the final Addendum being published in
2006.

As | wind down with this background
di scussion, let ne reiterate | am the NRC point of
contact for the GEIS update. |’ve included Stacey
Fox’s nane as an alternate point of contact as we
begin this project. Stacey will also have project
responsibilities and may be in a better position to
respond to you directly during the course of the
proj ect .

W' re working together to nanage the
project and our team of experts, sone of which are
here toni ght. The scopi ng sunmary report, which will
detail the coments collected during the scoping
period, will be available to the public on the NRC s
web page and through our public docunment roomin the
Washi ngton, D.C. area.

And this slide points out where you can
view that docunent and associated docunents. I'n
addition, we’'ll mail you a hard copy of it and of all
future work products that conme out of this project if
you filled out a sign-up card on the way in or if

you' d like on the way out. Next slide.
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Inadditionto presentingoral conments at
today’'s neeting, there are three ways to provide
witten comments on or before Septenber 2nd. By
witing to us at the address, above; if you happen to
be in the Rockville, Mryland area and you want to
come and visit us, we’d be happy to see you again; or,
by e-mail, which we find to be the npst conveni ent
tool for people today in atechnol ogi cal environment.
Al'l comrents will be coll ected and consi dered as we’ ve
recei ved sonme of them al ready.

Let me remind you that you too have an
i mportant role in this process and we | ook forward to
your active participation. W nmay or nmay not agree
with your views, but we will consider themas we nove
forward. And with that, I'lIl be happy and | think
John wi | | be happy, to take any questions that you may
have.

MR. CAMERON. Great. Thank you, Barry.
Very conprehensive. Before we go for questions, just
a couple of administrative points. Stacey Fox who
Barry mentioned who is assisting in managing the
project is right here. There is a neeting eval uation
formoutside that hel ps us figure out how well we're
doing with these public neetings. Soif you could, if
you have any conments or observations, please fil
them out and either |eave them out or | believe

they' re already franked, stanmped. So you could just
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throw themin a mail box to us and after the neeting,
the staff will be here to talk with anybody who wants
to stay on.

W also have sonme of our expert

consul tants with us who are nanagi ng the project from

t he environmental point of view and they’'ll be here
also. And with that, | guess if we could get sone
lights back on and we’'ll see if anybody has any

guestions about the information that was presented.
Anybody have any questions on this? | knowthat it’s
a lot of material and for those of you who aren’'t
famliar with |icense renewal at all, you nmay be a
little bit in the dark but Barry did a great job of
providing an overview. But any questions on the
presentations or |icense renewal that we can answer?
Ckay, yeah.

MR. SHIRANI: My name is Oscar Shirani. |
am working for nyself for Quality Assurance
Consul tants and for the | ast al nost two years | have
been a whistle-bl ower against Exelon Nuclear and |
have been out of job and ny name has been banned from
the i ndustry fromthe nuclear. | cannot find any job.
| even have job offer that | was supposed to start on
June 30th at Beaver Valley working for First Energy.
As soon as they heard ny name, they rescind their
offer. And this is not the first one. Mny times it

has happened.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

34

" mnot going to bore the audience with a
lot of other details, but ny question is what
assurance NRCis providing the public for the plant’s
life extension and |icense renewal despite the fact
that | have found nul ti pl e di screpancies inthe design
control processes? Fabrication control processes of
all the conponents, reactor analyses and associ ated
parts, and I will go through a bunch of them as an
exanpl e.

As part of the [In-service I nspection] ISl
activities in 1996 at Dresden Nuclear Station, NRC
found t he wong punp curve fromSargent & Lundy desi gn
analysis for the reactor, boiling water reactor, at
Dresden. So they wote a [10 CFR] 50.54(f) letter to
Contd despite the fact that Conmkd, two boiling water
reactors, Dresden, Quad Cities was on a watch | ist and
Zion was a PWR on the watch |ist.

And as a result because | was working for
West i nghouse and Stone & Webster and was a techni cal
guy, | was pronoted to go fromengineering to quality
assurance. That was the subject that | never wanted
to touch because | knew at my best | would be
everybody’s enenmy. That’s nunber one. So | got a
pronotion. | went to the nuclear and here is a bunch
of design analysis questions that NRC said okay, if
you, Exelon, running all these plants and Sargent &

Lundy i s your mgj or contractor and has made, you know,
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a significant change and significant mnmistake in
deficiency in the analysis, what kind of assurance
you, Exel on or ConEd, providing us that you are inthe
control of your suppliers?

So part of that 50.54(f) letter, | was
assi gned because of beingthe technical background for

a few years in engineering and seven years in a QA

They put me in a series of technical audits. In that
audit, | <cited Sargent & Lundy and many other
suppliers and the mpjor issues | found with the

General Electric Nucl ear Energy which | cal |l ed GENE at
San Jose, California. Me and the five technica
experts that | took from the industry, they were
expert in the thermal analysis, the structural
anal ysis, piping analysis and | was a structural
anal ysis expert and | have a master’s degree and |
have been teachi ng desi gn codes around the country.
Next week, June 20th, | will be teaching
design control assessnent as a tutorial in [Anerican
Soci ety of Mechani cal Engi neers] ASME pressure vessel
pi ping and here is the material that |'’mpreparing to
teach the future engineers around the world, the
findings and the Codes. Not only am| providing the
Code requirenents, the sections which | amgiving the
teaching of the exanples that | found, without
mentioning ConEd, w thout nmentioning GE, wthout

mentioni ng Hol tech, wi thout mentioning U S. Tool and
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Die, these are the suppliers that |I had to stop work
on.

| was the first one in the industry ever
to put a stop work against GE because 54 design
anal yses failed all the Code requirements of 10 CFR
[Part] 50, Appendix B, which is quality assurance
criteria for nuclear power plants. And [ ASME Code,
Subsection] NC-N45211 desi gn control process and ASME
[ Nucl ear Quality Assurance] NQA-1 [ Standard], 1981
endorsed by NRCto Reg Guide 1.28, to Reg Gui de 1. 64,
to Reg Guide 1.152, and etc.

Design control process at GE was one
hundred percent conplete failure. GE was the cl ai ner
of the 6-Sigma. It means three deficiencies, one
mllion products. 54 design analyses, all 54, failed
for multiple reasons. My design report was only
focusing on the design section, one criteria out of
ei ghteen, came out with 179 pages. About 50 pages,
almost with a font size 8, deficiencies; 21 failed in
t he desi gn control process. It neans | questioned the
structural integrity of all the reactor conponents,
boiling water reactors, controlled by GE and | ack of
control and revi ew by Exel on Corporation or ConEd at
that tine.

Once | cane back, the reason | amrel ating
it to the plant life extension, we already have a

problem | already have operability concern with the
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exi sting conponents, existing operating components in
t he plants. | issued 21 findings to GCE ConEd
squeezed it to 13 findings; they renoved the inpact
statements. One of the findings which | overall gave
was a | evel one finding as was defined by ConEd t hat
t hese findings does have inpact on the plant design
and operability and operation of the nuclear and
reliability of the wunits. They renpoved those
st at enment s.

Ed Net zel , who was ny boss and signed t he
stop work order, he told me that the order canme from
the top. The sane guy, M. diver Kingsley, two weeks
after he cane to the conpany and he knew stop work
order was in place, he cane and renoved t he stop work
order without any justification and | woul d hope this
is 10 CFR [Part] 50, Appendix B, Criterion 16 and
Criterion 7, and Criterion 16 corrective action. It
says neasur e shall be establishedto assure conditions
adverse to quality such as failures, nalfunction,
deficiencies, deviations, defected material and
equi pnent and non-conform ties are pronptly identified
and corrected.

I n case of significant condition addressed
guality neasure shall assure that the cause of the
condition is determned. Corrective action taken to
preclude repetition. Criterion 18 of the sentence 10

CFR [Part] 50, Appendix B, says followup action
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including the re-audit of the deficiency area shall be
taken, not should be. It’'s alaw. Not only they did
not do anything, quality assurance of the Cenera

El ectric was suspended by ne, by nmy audit and ny five
techni cal experts. Stop work order and we put it on
al | the ConEd procurenent process conmput er thingsthat
no safety related procurenent is allowed by GE. They
threwthat inthe garbage. They withheld that fromGE
who was responsi bl e for the design failure and that GE
was i medi ately hired by Contd, by Aiver Kingsley,
i medi atel y seven days after they lift nmy stop work
or der .

Code allows nme that | should perform a
followup to verify. | cannot take the face val ue of
the corrective action of a General Electric nuclear
energy, which their program Quality Assurance, was
one hundred percent failure. Wth all these
deficiencies, Conkd took the rules of the GE for face
val ue because Contd di d not have expertise to review
all the design anal yses by CE

ConEd di d not have expertise to do that.
General Electric would not allow ConEd to send its
proprietary docunents to the conpetitors |i ke Sargent
& Lundy and Bechtel to review. Therefore, because of
t he cost reason, because of the delay in the nuclear
pl ants, because of the shutdown coul d be costing t hem

nore than two mllion dollars a day, they wal ked al
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over the Code. They fired all my nmanagers and | took
this to NRC and they said you cannot nake al |l egati on
on behal f of the others.

M . Konmbi z Sal ehi was called, cane to ny
court, testified that he | ost his job. Ed Netzel, he
sai d once he went and approached the | awyer, they said
is the lead auditor still there? Yes. So you don’t
have any case if the | ead auditor’s there. They kept
me. They got rid of anybody who had a fingerprint on
that stop work order. Now they slowy, and | have
docunented all this on ny Decenber 3, 2001, report to
the NRCwith two, three years of retaliation pressure,
intimdation and using Fword. All | was doing | was

the anbassador of following the Code of Federal

Regul ati ons. Because once they nmade nme a |ead
auditor, | swore to the Gd or to the Code, that |
woul d follow these. Because of ny own personal

benefit, violate anything and wal k all over the Code,
| could be subject to crimnal prosecution.

Therefore, 1" mrequesting NRC, [Ofice of
the Inspector General] O G and the public of the
United States to make a crimnal prosecution of the
i ndi vidual s, which | have names. Special interest
group of the United States utilities cannot wal k on
t he Codes and j eopardi ze t he public and safety of this
nati on.

We are not running fossil plants, we are
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runni ng nucl ear plants.

MR. CAMERON. Gscar, | want to make sure
that you get a chance to finish what you' re saying
because it’s very, very serious and | do want to go
back to the question you posed and see if we can
address that. Cbviously, we can’'t address all of your
specific coments, but | think that it’'s very
i mportant for you to talk with the staff after the
meeting and I would just ask you to, if you have nore
to say along this line, when we get very shortly to
the formal coment, to just cone up and finish it up
with us.

But let ne put your question before the
NRC staff. | think that you heard the generic point
that Oscar was raising and perhaps soneone fromthe
NRC staff could talk to how in |icense renewal, |
think the safety eval uati on questi on, howthose types
of issues are | ooked at and whet her, | think the point
was that there s deficiencies apart from the aging
i ssues and how are those issues | ooked at.

John, do you know where |I’'mtrying to go
with this in terms of trying to provide sone
information to the public? And I do think that we
need to talk to Oscar about some of the specifics
after the neeting because we can’t go into those now.
Go ahead.

MR TAPPERT: Right. Thereis certainly an
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awful ot of information there. And, we know, your
sincerity is obvious.

MR. CAMERON: W' re going to have to speak
up.

MR. TAPPERT: Speak up a little bit, I'm
sorry. Regarding license renewal, as we said earlier
in the presentation, when we |look at the I|icense
renewal application, we’'re kind of focused on the
agi ng managenent program from a safety standpoint.
And the rationale there is that -- what's new for an
additional twenty years? For the other aspects of
operation, the current licensing basis is carried
f orwar d

So [10 CFR Part 50,] Appendi x B appliesin
the current term Appendix B will apply during the
future term So there’s no additional review, per se,
on that but those requirenents are still in place and
if there’'s any violation that gets out of control, or
vendor suppliers, or what have you, those wll be
followed up by inspection activities and other
mechani sns.

And certainly, you know, you sound to ne
very famliar with our allegations process and, if
you’' ve been nmaki ng al | egati ons, hopefully, the NRC has
been respondi ng to you i n keepi ng you apprai sed as to
the status of those reviews. W try to be very

responsi ve to those cases.
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MR. CAMERON. W need to get you on the

transcript. Wy don't you say what you' re going to
say now, Oscar and we’' |l go on and then we’ll get you
back up.

MR. SHI RANI : I followed the NRC
al | egati ons exactly as the bookl et over there and NRC
revi ews has been only as a desktop review. They have
sent ny, all allegations to Exelon to provide
i ndependent review. They trusted Exel on that Exel on
can provide independent review and, you know, if |
wanted to do the investigations or the reports |ike
t he NRC does, | coul d have sent ny design checklist to
GE and say these are all the things I’mgoing to ask
you.

What | did at the GE, three nonths before
ny audit, NRC did the inspections and they fully
endorsed the GE [Qual ity Assurance] QA program and
mentioned that at the exit neeting. Once | went to
Holtech and U S. Tool & Die and | attenpted to put a
stop work, | was caught, caught and cursed, and used
F word agai nst me, why | want to stop the producti on.
NRC was there six nonths before ny audit and | have
docunented in my executive report exactly what NRC
di d.

NRC i nvestigation is only | ooking at the
procedures, interviewthe managers and | ooki ng at some

docunentation in a closed door. NRC s approach and |
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told this to the I nspector General Assistant, George
Mul l ey, that these are just a desktop review.  The
audit and inspection should be eval uated where the
rubber neets the road.

The shuttle [National Aeronautics and
Space Admi ni stration] NASA as you notice, that afoam
non-safety rel ated conponent failed and hit a safety
rel ated component, which was not designed for that
speed. And that’s one of the design sections of the
Code which | teach around the nation. And that is
comng to the point. David Helwi g, who is in charge
of 7700 enpl oyees at the nucl ear, has put, he did not
even understand the difference between commerci al
grade dedication which is safety related with a
commercial grade item This is a danger to the
public.

This man maki ng the decision. This nman
takes the QA which I was part of, takes it, putsit in
producti on, seven peopl e runni ng one hundred suppliers
and our chief who signs our audit report is only high
school kid. He s only worried about production. And
he adm tted in the court, they said why, when Shiran
for two years was not allowed to go to GE to do
foll owup. He wanted to | ook at power uprate project
that’s related to this. Wy he was not allowed for
power uprate project? He said because Shirani’s

audits are dealing with the cal culations and | have
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his transcriptioninthe court and that gentl eman was
recorded, he was in my court.

He sai d because he woul d have del ayed t he
LaSal | e Power Uprate Project. The nan with that guy,
Quality Assurance Criterion 1, it says production
under quality should not be in the sane house. NRC
has approved that for one plant, Waterford 3, 1998 and
" mgoing to make an all egati on today and | have nade
all egation to George Mulley that I would even reject
the idea of one plant out of 103 plants in the
country, that allows the quality assurance of the
safety related supplier in the hand of production.

David Helwi g and A iver Kingsley, once
made that allegation, they send it to the NRC and NRC
sai d since we approved the Waterford 3, therefore, you
are allowed to do that. Therefore, I'’mrejecting al
| have a big profile of twenty correspondences from
the NRC and | want a public hearing. | want a
Congressional Hearing and | want to tell the public
and | am going to nmake it in layman’s term that a
seven year old kid understands ny issue and worries
about their safety concepts. |It’s not the claim |
have all the docunments to support ny allegations.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. Gscar, you know, we
heard that. W have it on the record. | think, at
this point, we should for the record just describeto

peopl e what the NRC all egation process is. | think
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we’' d just restate what you said, John so that people
know that there is a process and obviously Gscar is
calling attention to perhaps sone deficiencies inthe
process but that the NRC takes these allegations of
safety deficiencies very seriously and has a process
in place to deal with allegations such as the type
that Oscar is raising.

And | think if you have anything nore to
say about that, let’'s say it and get it on the record
and then go on and see if there’ s any ot her questions
and al so get to the formal comment. | knowthat this
young lady wants to say sonething and | know that
we’ Il have Oscar cone up again and Corey and ot hers.
Ckay, John?

MR, TAPPERT: Just what you just said,
Chip. | nean, the NRC has a program where, if any
menber of the public has any concerns about safety
related activities at nuclear plants, they can cone
forth to the NRC and we will follow up on those to
establish whether, in fact, there is an issue there
and take appropriate corrective action.

Now we can’t speak to any -- you know, we
can’t speak to those i ssues that you rai sed ri ght now,
but certainly after the nmeeting or we can di scuss what
other forms we can address as concerns.

MR. CAMERON: Any ot her questions about,

let’s go back to the wupdate as the Ceneric
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Envi ronnent al | npact Statenent |icense renewal or are
t here any questi ons on those presentati ons? You don’t
have any right now, okay. Al right.

Let’s go to public cormment and we’' |l go
back for any questions that there m ght be. |’ mgoing
to ask Cynthia Sauer to cone up to talk to us and then
we'll go to Corey and then we'll go back to Oscar,

okay? And Cynthia, can we |ower the m crophone too

for her?

MS. SAUER: Good evening. Can everyone
hear me?

MR. CAMERON:. That was good.

M5. SAUER | want to thank you for the
opportunity to coment this evening. My husband,

t hree daughters and | noved to a smal |l town out si de of
Morris, Illinois, in Gundy County several years ago.
The County i s nade up of suburban and rural settings.
W never questioned if this small comunity had any
risk factors until 2001, when an ei ghteen nonth ol d
child, who happened to be a patient of mne, was
di agnosed with a brain tunor.

Three nonths | ater, ny own seven year ol d
daught er was di agnosed with a brain tunor. Foll ow ng
her diagnosis in the sane year, two nore pediatric
brain tunmors were di agnosed. Anmi dst her surgery,
treatnments, | began to question the etiology of this

sudden increase in pediatric brain tunors. | asked
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alternative various professionals in the nedical

| egal , acadenmic and Federal institutions for
assi st ance. | learned some surprising facts and
information which | would like to share with you

t oni ght whi ch have rai sed a seri ous concern in my mnd
as well as many ot her parents.

In Gundy County, under the cancer
nortality rate of all ages, from 1996 to 1999, was
ei ght een percent above the U.S. Infant nortality rate
has been on a steady increase. And in the County
from and | want to nmake sure | state these right,
from1995 through 99, it is forty-ei ght percent above
other Illinois counties and sixty percent above the
u. S.

The incidence of pediatric cancer is on
the rise. Fromone child under the age of fifteen
di agnosed in the | ate 1980s and one child in the early
1990s to six in the late 1990s. | am currently

wai ti ng anxiously for the statistics for the 2000 tine

period. | know of four.

During my inquiries, | would be asked
where | lived and, when | said Gundy County it first
amazed nme and then | becane curious, | would get the

same initial response, "Ch, you live near Dresden.™
| learned sone interesting facts about Dresden as
well. | was informed that the plant has the hi ghest

ai rborne radi oacti ve em ssions of the 72 U. S. nucl ear
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plants. | was al so informed that Exel on has admitted
to violating the EPA's Safe Drinking Water Act by
illegally dunping hazardous waste material for
approximately a 10-year tine period in the 1990s and
agreed to a settlenent with the Illinois Attorney
General ' s office.

Recently, | picked up ny neighborhood
newspaper and read that Dresden has agreed to pay a
fine for giving inaccurate facts and their
spokesperson stated they acknowl edged t hat t hey gave
incorrect and inconplete information to the NRC. It
was noted in this article that it was a wllful
violation of NRCregulations. |t appears that Exel on
has a wi | | ful disregard and di srespect for the current
rul es and regul ati ons of the vari ous governi ng bodi es
over them And that these fines and these settlenents
really do not have a sufficient inmpact on their
di sposal weal th.

And they do not have a concern for the
safety, health and wel |l -being of the public. 1 have
been advi sed by physi ci ans, by nmedi cal researchers, by
geol ogi sts, physicists and, yes, even, and | want to
stress unofficially, by the EPA, to keep aski ng about
the safety of the nuclear facility in my area and why
the | eading cause of death in an area that it says
here economically is not at high risk of cancer, has

as the | eading cause of death, cancer
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| chal l enge youtotake theresponsibility
to strictly enforce your current standards and to
become nuch nore actively involved in preventative
heal th issues and environmental issues.

I want to borrow an excerpt from an
aut hor, Max Lucado, which to ne seens very fitting at
this time. "This is no cruise shipw’'reon. It’'s a
battl eship. W aren't called to a life of |eisure.
W are called to alife of service. Each of us has a
different task. W're different, we are the sane.
Each of us can tell of a personal encounter with the
Captain for each of us has received a personal call."

For those of you involvedinthe safety of
nucl ear energy, who may have forgotten your call,
feel that my Sarah can best rem nd you of your call
and your responsibility. And this is what Sarah told
me personally she wanted to say to you this evening.

M SS SARAH SAUER: Pl ease protect the
children fromthis awful disease and don't put bad
things in our water, air and -- thank you.

M5. SAUER: And, in closing, | once again
chall enge you to the call and | also ask for your
prayers for nmy Sarah and for all of the Sarahs inthis
world. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON:. Ckay, thank you very nuch
Cynthia and Sarah. It takes quite a bit of courage to

cone down and talk to us and thank you for rem nding
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us of that chall enge and you do have and wi | | have our
prayers for Sarah but thank you. Corey?

MR. CONN: Good evening. M nane is Corey
Conn. | amhere representing nyself as an indi vi dual
menber of the public and I am also a nenber of the
board of Nuclear Energy Information Service in
Evanston, Il1linois.

My i nmedi ate concern is that a nunber of
site specific concerns that will be and are likely
bei ng rai sed ri ght nowby engi neers may, i nadvertently
or purposely, be disregarded over such a period of
time that a nunber of reactors will in fact have their
|l i censes renewed when it is not inthe publicinterest
to do so.

And | base this on a relatively small
sanple. However, | believe it is significant, the
result of this sanpling, because of the pattern that
has energed. | wanted to point out that it is
absol utely essential to the underlyi ng confidence and
faith that anyone may ever have in the work of the
Commi ssion that a principal as inportant as the
i ndependence of quality assurance from production,
that that be recognized and naintained. It is
enshrined inthe [10 CFR Part 50,] Appendi x B, however
I’m deeply concerned that there is an existing
gentl eman’ s agreenent that these need not be unheard

and can in fact be dismantled as needed during
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cor porate nergers.

For a recent exanple, the case of M.
Shirani. But | want to point out that the pattern
that |I'’mvery concerned about is that engineers, in
very specific areas of experti se, have agai n and agai n
rai sed very valid and often conpl etely unchal | enged
techni cal concerns and they have received fromtheir
enpl oyers, fromthe | i censees, a very consistent type
of treatnent.

I will just say very quickly the handling
of the concerns of M. Curtis Overall while working
with [the Tennessee Valley Authority] TVA TVA
managers, | read now from the GCircuit Court of
Appeal s, a decision in the case 01-3724 [Tennessee
Val l ey Authority v. United States Secretary of Labor,
59 Fed. Appx. 732, No. 01-3724 (6th Cir. Mar. 6, 2003)
(affirmng DOL)]. It states TVA nanagers decided to
rescind the June 2nd of ’*95 netallurgical report.
This June 2 report raised many troubling questions
that, if investigated, could have further del ayed t he
start-up operations.

Then TVA transferred responsibility for
[ Probl em Eval uati on Report 9500246] PER 246 away from
Overall. Once Overall was renoved fromthe process,
TVA declined to follow through with the remaining
i nvestigatory steps called for in the corrective

action plan and summarily closed the file. The [U S.]
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Depart nment of Labor [ DOL] reasonably inferredthat the
TVA nmanagers were engagi ng i n a cover-up of PER 246 to
prevent further cost del ays to conmenci ng operati ons.

And finally, the Departnment of Labor
reasonably inferred that part of this cover-up
i ncl uded an organi zed scheme to renove Overall from
Watts Bar, and that’s the facility in question at the
time. He answered by not filing a retaliation claim
by prom si ng hi mwhat was represented to be an equal |y
attractive and secure job in the services
or gani zati on.

And then it cane to a tine when | nmet M.
Shirani and have been followi ng how his valid and
absol utely undi sput ed techni cal al |l egati ons have been
handl ed first by the enpl oyer then by the Comm ssi on.
And it worries ne because it’'s a snall sanple of two
cases that I'mfamliar with. But in both cases, |
t hi nk wongful, negligent and crimnal actions have
been taken in an effort to pronote production or to
pursue a schedul e.

And I’ mworried here at the tine when we're
consi dering the extension of tinme and the renewal of
licenses, that these mght be the fundanental
gui deposts that the Comm ssi on works fromwhen trying
to resolve difficulties or trying to accommopdate
reality as it enmerges. Now there is, depending on

whi ch events you di scuss, fromChal k Ri ver [in Canada,
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1952], Wndscale [Pile No. 1, in England, 1957], and

[Stationary Low Power Plant No. 1] SL-1 [in |daho,
1961], and Ferm [Unit 1, in Mchigan, 1966] in '66
and Three MIle Island [in Pennsylvania, 1979], ny
goodness, | don’t know, it depends on what |evel of
severity and where in the world -- one talks it is
possible to state that there is an interval or nain
interval between actions that are severe. In
particular, those which go as vessel or resultant
fires that burn vigorously for days or eject nolten
fuel from the apparatus.

But that interval isfinite. It'sdifficult
to estimate. You' |l get different answers dependi ng
on who you speak to but where woul d each of us want to
be when it is said that at the next hour the Governor
i s expected to make an address with regard to t he new
update to the changi ng boundary of the evacuation
zone. Wuld we want to have enshrined and defended a
process whi ch scrunches and evi scerates the warni ngs
gi ven by the engineers or will we find that we’ ve done
our best to publicize and to devel op and respond to
the very real and | think insurnountable, possibly
i nsol ubl e techni cal problens that this has present ed.

| can understand the investor’s enthusiasm
to pursue license renewal but | find it really
unconsci onabl e that we should be considering doing

this with this pattern in place. That's ny concern
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this evening. Thank you.

MR.  CAMERON: Ckay. Thank vyou, Corey.
Oscar, | would ask you to, you had a coupl e of things
t hat you asked the NRC tonight. | think you probably
want to enphasi ze that again but | would ask you not
to necessarily go back through all the information
t hat you’ ve al ready provided us but finish up saying
what you wanted to say. And so pl ease give your nane
again, so we have it.

MR SHIRANI: [Referring to the Court
Reporter,] He was three days with nme at the DOL here.

License renewal . It relies on the existing
anal ysis and the control of the existing analysis to
provi de assurance that ever yt hi ng, al | t he
nodi fication, all the design, all the orders has been
adequately controll ed and everything is in process.
Therefore, you provide assurance to the public that
since | operated this plant for forty years, | can do
it another twenty years.

Now, once we cane back fromGeneral Electric
with the findings, imediately Quality Assurance
Manager and engi neeri ng managers, they all agree to
the severity of the findings and they said stop work
is immnent. So the nanagers were there and t hey had
seen the cal cul ations that they were fam liar with and
t he react or anal ysi s and t he conponent anal ysis. They

said let’s pick up few of his calculations to |ook
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into it for operability concern. They called GCE
i mmedi atel y over the phone and GE did t he anal ysi s and
t he anal ysi s changed.

The reactor tenperature and pressure for
t hat conponent in question was .53 psi left to the
margin. That was 1997. There was no power uprate
project. 1998 up until now, power uprate project has
been al i ve and ki cki ng by Exel on at all of its nucl ear
plants. |f the conmponent has only .53 psi allowable
for the reactor conponent and vessels that we
i nvestigated, 50, and one of the cal cul ati ons shows
that, [then] what assurance you going to give to ConEd
or to the public that Exelon is in control of the
design or that GEis in control of the design?

W would have had to stop work in three
nont hs wi t hout verifying and the foll ow up by Code of
Federal Regulations, is a wllful and deliberate
violation of the Codes. Li cense renewal is an
extensi on of acceptabl e deservi ng conponents. If we
don’t have that assurance, for two years, the Code of
Federal Regulations, it says and al so NRC says, the
significant condition and obligation of a technical
nature has to be resolved within one hundred and
ei ghty days.

Most of my al | egati ons whi ch was recorded on
Decenber 3, 2001, to the NRC started after one year

just tolook intoit. They didn't even get up and go
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toit and | ook at the design? Wy didn't ConEd? Wy

raise the [10 CFR] Part 21 issue in Zion? O readthe
Part 21 issues, they were buying nom and-pop shop
comercial grade valve, upgraded to safety-rel ated
anal ysi s and t hey wer e shavi ng of f t he pressure bonnet
ar ea.

And | was manager of the notor operated
valve seismic and the weak link analysis for four
years. | was in charge of 1600 safety-rel ated val ve.
| know what is original to your val ve or residency of
t he val ve coul d i npact the analysis. | find out that
these conmercial grade itens were put on a safety-
related pipe with no analysis. | raised that
guesti on.

| came to the exit neeting. The Vice
President of the site and everybody was so upset from
engi neering said, where are these anal yses? | have a
| etter that they confirmthat | raised the Part 21 and
they admired ne for that. That was the last tinme |
was ever allowed to go to any nuclear station and
ConEd as a technical specialist.

Nowplant’'s |ife extensionis acontinuation
of the sane garbage. If you don’'t have design
control, | have witten many papers in [American
Soci ety of Mechanical Engineers] ASME. One of the
curves that | have put in a stress versus a strain,

you have to operate in the elastic region. You are
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not even allowed to reach the yield unless you do an
operability concern. You' re supposed to stay in that
el astic region. If you don't have the control of the
desi gn, you coul d be way above el astic regi on and you
could be in the plastic fracture and the material is
-- to be plastic, it could be gl ass.

And that’ s why | have al |l egation for the dry
cask storage. | understand your pain. None of those
casks that are sitting at Dresden |oaded are

adequately control | ed by desi gn and | have rai sed t hat

to ConkEd. | raisedthe |level one fram ng, | shot down
CGE. | raised a framng |evel one against ConEd
engineering and all the nuclear sites for not
reviewi ng the design analysis. Because [10 CFR]

50.54(f) letter fromNRC, Novenber 12, 1996, they told
ConEd, you don’t have processes in place.

They went and put GE as a success, they got
attaboy because they hide the findings. They got
credit that now we know how you control your vendors,
that they may tell the truth because 50.54(f) letter.
And the truth here is on the watch |i st woul d have to
make NRC t o shut down in the plant. And ny manager on
Novenber 19th of 1997, M. Edward Netzel, | told him
don't lift the stop work. W have not verified the
corrective action from GE

If the -- GE has been one hundred percent

suspect, you only can accept design analysis and the
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approved qual i ty assurance programnot under suspended
gual i ty assurance program Therefore, the requirenent
and t he conment of Conmonweal t h Edi son was you're | i ke
procurenent plan. Procurenent plan is not the
procurenent process that Exelon lied to NRC this is
procurenment process. And NRC without investigation
says your procurenment process is okay. Procurenent
pl an was not the procurenent process. Many of us did
not understand that.

Procurenent plan, | find M. Bill Bitaney,
for one year | was chasing hi maround t he whol e State
of Illinois to find him He was the guy who was
Procurenment Manager. He had in his ex-wife' s shed,
found two copies of the 17 procurenent plans that we
wr ot e. 17 procurenment plan was to put all of the
desi gn requi renment of the ASME [ Code, Subsection] NC
and 10 CFR[Part] 50 criteria and three for the design
control in the procurement plan, in order. Wy ?
Because there i s suspicions about the GE procurenent
program So therefore, all the anal yses done by CE
has to conme and be revi ewed, prepared and approved by
ConEd cogni zant engi neer, supervisor and a QA

And | gave a copy of it to the NRC and |
said this is about twenty-one. You know what NRC
i nvestigation after a year talking to the | awers of
the GE and t hey’ re com ng back oh, they stop work t hat

they did during that tine was finished after lifting
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stop work. | said first, | don’t have no, |’m not
given no credibility and legitinmacy to the lifting of
the stop work order in three nonths |ater.

GE said we have nmade corrective action.
Code tells ne without you as a |l ead auditor, very fine
that and it’s on the statenent, on a [Freedom of
Information Act] FOA this is information that Paul
Gunt er and Davi d Lochbaumi n Washi ngt on has put a FO A
and in that when Exelon admits that the QA |ead
auditor is the one nmeans to verify the corrective
action. | don’t know how they slipped their hand
because they are master in falsifying record and I
have proof that we show to ALJ, but unfortunately
Adm ni strative Law Judge doesn’t under stand t echni cal
i ssues and | didn't expect it.

Dr. Landsman of NRC cane and said false,
this is false information. August 4th of 2000, |
wote ny audit report of U S. Tool and Die for the
cask, we did nine findings, enbarrassing the NRC s
i nspection, paperwork i nspection. It was right in ny
executive summary. That’s why NRC did have no
incentive toreally look into ny case. They have to
side with ConEd. | amupset with the system There
isaflawin the system Thereis witten all over ny
manager came to the court, one of ny managers said
David Helwigtoldall the supply managers t hat Shirani

was not going to be prompted into nuclear. Even
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before they kicked me to finance, | have enough
evidence to give the NRC. Dr. Landsman went and tol d
Shirani is renmoved out of the nuclear once he tal ked
to me seven days after Novenber 30'M

And he was suspicious. He wanted NRC to
protect nme. You know what they told the Federa
agent, NRC inspector. They said you cannot nake an
al I egation on his behal f, he has to cone forward. And
you know what | did? Once | went forward, they

actually saidit’s too late. That’'s why | think it’s

an incentive. M audits, | did not nean to enbarrass
anybody. | followed the Code of the law and |
followed ny job and | did ny audit report. |’ mvery

proud of them Al the findings that | found are in
viol ati on of the Codes that NRC has endorsed. None of
them is Gscar Shirani’s belief. And 1’m going to
stand above all of it.

Hol t ech, Exelon and all these guys telling
the news reporters for the | ast two, three weeks that
he i s maki ng up things. Wy don’t they conme with all
their technical experts and prove ne wong? Wy are
they trying to just nud the water and lie, the vicious
lies to just protect their own cost and schedul e on
the product. |It’s very scary. Seven people are in
charge of one hundred suppliers of safety-related
conponents in all of their reactors of Commonweal th

Edi son. Their manager is only highest one here. |If
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| admit any garbage in ny design, he would not
understand it because he is the agent. And he said it
in the court.

MR. CAMERON: Oscar, |’ mgoing to have to ask
you to sumup for us. | think that we get the concern
and seriousness of this and M. P.T. Kuowould liketo
say sonething to you about that. But if you could
just finish up for us so we can go on. Thank you.

MR. SHI RANI : The reason | want to tal k about
10 CFR [Part] 50, Appendix [B], because they are one
organi zati on. My manager at the court says well,
t here was a change i n phil osophy in ConEd at the time.
It used to be a conpany that kind of separated church
and state | would say, quality and production. And
that’s why he did not want ne to go in the power
uprate project in 1999, tw years later, despite the
enphasis that the [Title 10 of the] Code of Federal
Regul ation[s Part 50, Appendix B,] Criterion XV and
XVl and XVIIl says for the control of design of
Section 3, that shall be pronpt, within six nonths.

Two years later | was allowed to go to do
fol |l ow up because all the manager were scared of David
[sic, Aiver] Kingsley and David Helwi g. Now these
people are in charge of all these nucl ear reactors.
It scares ne. There is no oversight, absolutely there
IS no oversight.

Criterion| of the 10 CFR[Part 50, Appendi x
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B] has been put in the garbage like those 17

procurenent plans. And | nmade a copy of those
procurenent plans. | gave it tothe NRC. NRCdid not
even follow it up. They did not even call the
attorney. His attorney said | amwlling to talk.

They never even called him for the witness. They
never even called any of ny wtnesses. | have a
Wi t ness i n Human Resour ces and | have hi s t ape because
he put his nessage on ny voicenail that they denoted
me in January 2000. Exelon with their exhibits, with
their repeated requests of the court, they could not
prove that they did not denote ne.

Wt hout even being kicked by the finance,
within a nuclear departnent for three years, | have
docunented numerous exanples  of retaliation,
intimdation, pressure. Because why? Because | was
doing ny job and I thought NRC would | ove ne. | had
very nmuch respect for the NRC but unfortunately since
Novenber 1st when | wal ked over there and I went and
descri bed the things, as soon as | discussed that Dr.
Landsman supported ne, the NRC inspector, senior
i nspector, dropped his pen and went like that in
disbelief. | knowthat’s the result of investigation
is for everyone.

Sorry that | --

MR. CAMERON:. That’s not. | understand why

you' re enotional about this obviously and thank you
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for sharing that with us. P.T., do you want to say
anyt hi ng?

MR, KUO Yes, | just want to say to all of
you that have spoken, Ms. Sauer, Corey and Oscar
okay. Anyway, based on what | just heard, it is a
very, very serious allegation that |I don’t know the
details about it, so | cannot comment on it too nuch.
But I want to make sure fromwhat | heard fromyou is
that you have been in contact with NRC groups.
Whoever you dealt with, do you know who you dealt
Wi t h?

MR. SHI RANI: People from Region Il and a
few --

MR KUO Ckay. And have you gotten any
response to your allegation so far?

MR. SHI RANI : Last year | was supposed to
receive the result of ny allegation.

MR. CAMERON: W’'re not getting this.

MR. SHI RANI : Sept enber 2002, | was calling
Jim Heller of NRC Region IIl, that | have nore
information to share with you. He says Oscar you
don’'t need to cone any nore because our investigator
has finished his field work and then we’re going to
wait and see. And | said howlong is it going to
t ake? And she said about six to seven nore weeks and
then | said okay, that’s fine.

Septenber, it took until the Department of
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Labor went Decenber 17 through 19 until April of 2003,

the [ Adm ni strative Law] Judge rul ed t hat t he | ady who
laid you off from finance didn’'t know about your
particular activity. That’s the only clause that |
|l ost the case, prima facie case. NRC two weeks ago
cut - and- pasted ALJ's response and said here is the
result. You applied for higher position. | did not
apply for higher position. NRC cannot even read the
stuff from Exelon. Exelon didn't even lie |like NRC
di d.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Oscar. | think
it’s time to finish up.

MR. KUO Yes, to finish up. Thank you very
much again, Oscar. Again, | will say thank you for
taking your time to come here to let us know your
case, but, because we don't know the detail of it, we
cannot comment on it right now But we will take your
case back and tal k to whoever that has been dealing
with your case before and find out; and we will |et
you know, okay? It appears that the NRC staff has
talked to you already so that, when we go back, we
will find out who that may be and we will | et hi mknow
that you were here tonight and told your case here.

MR SHIRANI: | nust add, |'m supposed to
neet the [Ofice of the Inspector Ceneral] OG
assi stant fromJuly 21st and 22nd, because t he r equest

came fromthe Senator Reid -- office to the O G and
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that’'s how | am neeting themon July 21st.

MR. KUO Okay, very good. Thank you very
much. It looks Iike you also are famliar with the
| i cense renewal process based on what | heard from
you. So you're understanding is correct, the license
renewal process is based on the assunption that
current operating reactors are safe to operate. That
part is correct. | want to confirmthat and al so |
don’t want to have any technical argunents with you
her e.

But, just based on what | heard alittle bit
fromyou, | want to nake sure that you knowthat there
are certain things that could be different than what
your understanding is. You tal k about everythi ng has
tobeinthe elastic range. |’msure you are famliar
with the [ ASME] Code. The Code says, dependi ng on t he
| oadi ng condi ti on conbi nations that certain conditions
that the stress can go beyond yield. You understand
that, I"msure. And that’s all | want to say. And
thank you all and we wi |l take your questions back to
the office.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you very much,
P. T. Is there anybody else that wants to say
anyt hi ng, ask any questions? GCkay. Then | think I'm
going to ask John to cl ose this out and pl ease stay so
that we can talk to you after we adjourn the formal

part of the neeting. And |I'’m going to ask John
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Tappert to close it out for us. John?

MR. TAPPERT: Thanks, Chip. And, once again,
thank all of you for comng. As Barry said earlier in
the presentation, the scoping period does continue
until Septenber 2rd and we’ || be happy to receive any
comments that you have between now and then. People
with the name tags will be staying after the neeting
i f you have any additional questions or would like to
di scuss any of the issues further. And once again,
t hanks for com ng and have a good eveni ng.

(The neeting adjourned at 8:50 p.m)




